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INTRODUCTION 


The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  and  City  Planning  Commission 
held  a  joint  meeting  on  December  2,  1982  to  consider  the  Summary  of  Comments 
and  Responses  for  the  Second  Supplement  to  the  Verba  Buena  Center  (YBC)  EIR. 
Commissioners  requested  clarification  of  certain  of  the  Responses.    The  topics 
discussed  are  noted  below  by  headings  and  material  has  been  prepared  to 
clarify  the  Responses  presented  in  the  Summary  document.    This  material  is 
intended  to  assist  the  Commissioners  and  constitutes  an  addendum  to  the 
Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  document. 


OPEN  SPACE  AND  PLAZAS 

To  clarify  the  amount  of  open  space  proposed  in  the  Main  Program  the  following 
is  added  to  the  first  Response  on  p.  C&R-5  after  the  third  sentence:  "The 
Main  Program  would  contain  approximately  425,400  sq.  ft.  of  open  space  on 
Central  Blocks  1,  2  and  3,  including  plazas  and  the  pedestrian  concourse." 

Whether  the  pedestrian  concourse  on  CB-1  would  be  open  or  covered  was 
questioned.    As  noted  in  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  31  of  the  Draft  Second  EIR 
Supplement,  a  portion  of  the  71,000  sq.  ft.  of  plaza  and  pedestrian  concourse 
on  CB-1  could  be  covered,  rather  than  open  to  the  sky,  under  the  Main  Program. 


PROPERTY  VALUES  AND  TRANSACTIONS  WEST  OF  YBC 

Concern  was  expressed  about  the  accuracy  of  figures  on  property  values  given 
on  p.  C&R-28,  and  whether  available  data  demonstrated  that  real  estate 
speculation  was  already  occurring  South  of  Market  in  anticipation  of 
development  in  YBC.    The  data  on  real  estate  transactions  were  obtained  for 
the  EIR  because  published  sources  of  data  do  not  provide  such  information.  As 
stated  on  p.  56  of  the  EIR,  "It  was  hypothesized  that  more  property 
transactions  in  recent  years  would  demonstrate  greater  investor  interest  in 
the  area."    The  transactions  data  given  on  p.  57  of  the  EIR  did  not 
demonstrate  a  sharp  increase  in  the  number  of  property  transactions  among  the 
properties  in  the  sample. 

The  fact  that  the  sales  prices  of  two  parcels  in  the  sample  of  real  estate 
transactions  increased  by  over  600%  (as  noted  on  p.  C&R-28)  does  not  provide 
jconclusive  evidence  of  real  estate  speculation  in  anticipation  of  YBC 
development.    The  data  base  in  the  sample  was  not  sufficiently  large  to 
substantiate  conclusions  on  sales  price  increases.    The  decade  of  the 
seventies  was  a  time  of  marked  increases  in  real  estate  prices  throughout  the 
Bay  Area.    For  example,  according  to  a  report  by  Questor  Associates,  the 
nedian  home  price  in  the  nine  Bay  Area  counties  increased  by  478%  between  1967 
and  1981,  a  period  which  includes  the  years  covered  by  the  real  estate 
transactions  data  given  in  the  EIR.    (Questor  Associates,  "Feasibility  of 
Performing  a  Housing  Affordabi 1 ity  Analysis",  June  15,  1982.) 
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DATA  ON  EFFECTS  OF  YBC  ON  LOW-INCOME  PEOPLE  SOUTH  OF  MARKET  AS  COMPARED 
WITH  DATA  INCLUDED  IN  HILTON  AND  RAMADA  EIRs 

The  types  of  information  on  socio-economic  effects  included  on  the  YBC  Second 
EIR  Supplement  are  substantially  the  same  as  those  in  the  Final  EIRs  on  the 
Tower  No.  2  San  Francisco  Hilton  Hotel  (EE  79.257,  certified  29  January  1981) 
and  the  Hotel  Ramada  (EE  80.171,  certified  29  January  1981). 

The  Hilton  and  Ramada  EIRs,  however,  used  information  on  the  Tenderloin 
Rehabilitation  Assistance  Program  (RAP)  area  contained  in  separate  studies 
prepared  by  the  Departments  of  City  Planning  and  Public  Works  and  Public 
Response  Associates.    The  Tenderloin  RAP  area  had  been  extensively  studied. 
The  west  subarea  near  YBC  is  not  a  RAP  area  and  detailed  data  on  household 
income,  vacancy  rates  and  existing  rents  are  not  available.    There  are  no  RAP 
areas  South  of  Market. 

The  Hilton  and  Ramada  EIRs  considered  the  cumulative  effects  on  the  Tenderloin 
of  the  proposed  development  of  three  hotel  projects,  containing  about  2200 
rooms,  located  in  the  Tenderloin  on  adjacent  blocks  fronting  Mason  St.  The 
effects  of  cumulative  hotel  development,  including  the  approximately  2200 
hotel  rooms  included  in  the  Main  Program,  were  analyzed  in  the  First  YBC  EIR 
Supplement.    The  discussion  is  incorporated  in  the  Second  Supplement  by 
reference  on  pp.  132-3. 

The  Hilton  and  Ramada  EIRs  discussed  the  demographic  characteristics  of  the 
jneighborhood.    Information  included  data  on  household  income,  vacancy  rates 
jand  rents.    Residential  hotel  conversions  and  impacts  on  neighborhood-serving 
uses  were  also  discussed.    The  YBC  Second  Supplement  discusses  the 
demographics  and  neighborhood  and  land  use  characteristics  of  the  area  west  of 
|YBC,  as  well  as  housing  availability  (pp.  51-53  and  67-72).    The  EIR  discusses 
potential  immigration  of  more  affluent  social  groups  and  possible  resultant 
displacement  of  current  low  -  income  residents  (pp.  125-128).  Residential 
hotel  conversions  and  the  effects  of  rising  rents  are  considered  on  pp.  127-8. 

(The  Hilton  and  Ramada  EIRs  also  discussed  the  Tenderloin  property  market, 
including  speculation  in  the  Tenderloin  using  selected  examples  of  property 
transactions.    Development  constraints  were  described.    The  EIRs  considered 
indirect  economic  effects,  including  potential  displacement  of  residents  and 
businesses. 

The  YBC  Second  Supplement  discusses  land  uses  and  development  pressures  in  the 
area  near  YBC  (pp.  53-57).    It  includes  information  on  property  sales  trends 
and  speculation  based  on  a  larger  sampling  of  property  transactions  than  that 
jsed  in  the  Hilton  and  Ramada  EIRs.    Indirect  economic  impacts  of  the  Main 
'rogram  and  four  YBC/FEIR  Alternatives  on  land  values  and  uses  in  the  areas 
lear  YBC  are  discussed  in  the  Second  Supplement.    The  potential  effects  of 
jmployees,  residents  and  conventioneers  on  neighborhood-serving  retail  uses 
ire  analyzed  separately  (pp.  109-115). 

leal  estate  speculation  could  have  displacement  effects  on  households  located 
fest  of  YBC.    The  EIR  and  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  do  not  suggest 
.hat  displacement  of  low-income  households  is  not  occurring  in  San  Francisco, 
ir  that  it  is  not  a  problem.    They  state  that  demonstrating  a  clearcut 
•elationship  between  displacement  and  downtown  office  development  is 
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problematic.    In  particular,  it  is  not  possible  to  show  a  direct  relationship 
between  development  of  the  Verba  Buena  Center  project  and  displacement  of 
low-income  households  in  the  South  of  Market  area.    Possible  displacement  due 
to  rising  rents  is  discussed. 

A  two-part  study  of  displacement  in  San  Francisco  by  Berkeley  Planning 
Associates  (1980,  1981)  does  not  address  this  relationship,  but  concludes, 
rather,  that  "conversion  of  condominiums  and  residential  hotels  as  well  as 
speculation"  have  been  the  major  sources  of  di splacement./l/    The  study  also 
concludes  that,  "The  city's  community  development  programs  have  not  played  a 
significant  role  in  stimulating  displacement  in  the  latter  half  of  the 
70's...    [Hjousing  market  activities  in  general  and  increasing  housing  demand 
are  the  principal  causes  of  displacement. "/2/ 

An  unpublished,  preliminary  version  of  Part  II  of  the  Berkeley  Planning 
Associates  study,"  Recommended  Policy  and  Program  Option  for  San  Francisco: 
An  Anti-Displacement  Strategy,"  provided  the  observation  that,  "In  Verba  Buena 
especially,  the  extension  of  downtown  office  uses  needs  no  public  stimulus  or 
assistance.    Instead  Redevelopment  Agency  resources  must  be  used  to  support 
needs  of  residents  of  lower-cost  housing  if  their  displacement  is  to  be 
avoided"  (p.  47).    This  statement,  however,  was  reconsidered  and  omitted  in 
the  published  final  draft  of  the  report. /3/    In  any  case,  Part  II  does  not 
contain  an  analysis  or  examination  of  downtown  office  development  as  it 
affects  displacement.    Rather,  it  focuses  on  strategies  that  can  be  used  by 
public  agencies  to  stimulate  the  production  of  additional  affordable  housing. 


/I/    Berkeley  Planning  Associates,  "Displacement  in  San  Francisco", 
September  2,  1980,  p.  83. 

Ill    Ibid.,  p.  84. 

73/  Pat  Jenny,  Staff  member  and  BPA  Report  co-author,  Berkeley  Planning 
Associates,  personal  communication,  December  14,  1982. 


.BLACK  FAMILIES  SOUTH  OF  MARKET 

Demographic  data  on  the  race  of  residents  near  VBC  was  requested.    Such  data 
are  available  from  the  1980  U.S.  Census.    The  Census  tracts  surrounding  the 
site  are  176.01,  176.02,  and  178,  as  illustrated  on  p.  236  of  the  EIR.  Data 
for  these  tracts  indicate  that  about  10%  to  11%  of  the  residents  are  Black. 
While  these  data  do  not  designate  "families,"  they  do  indicate  that  about  6% 
of  those  under  age  5  are  Black  and  about  5%  between  the  ages  of  5  and  17  are 
Black.    The  proportion  of  Black  children  is  lower  than  the  proportion  of 
Blacks  in  other  age  groups  in  the  Census  tracts  surrounding  VBC.  City-wide 
Census  data  indicate  that  Blacks  constitute  about  12%  to  13%  of  the  City-wide 
population.    Thus,  there  are  proportionately  somewhat  fewer  Blacks  in  the 
South  of  Market  area  surrounding  VBC  than  in  the  City  as  a  whole. 
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OFFICE  HOUSING  PRODUCTION  PROGRAM  REQUIREMENTS 


Concern  was  expressed  that  the  discussion  of  Office  Housing  Production  Program 
(OHPP)  requirements  had  been  omitted  in  the  Summary  of  Comments  and 
Responses.    A  brief  discussion  of  requirements  is  contained  in  footnote  "***" 
to  Table  12  on  p.  C&R-6  1.    To  further  clarify  the  OHPP  requirements,  the 
first  paragraph  and  the  first  six  sentences  of  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  135 
of  the  Draft  EIR  are  to  remain  in  the  text.    The  last  two  sentences  of  the 
second  paragraph  remain  deleted  because  they  refer  to  housing  credits  for 
subsidized  elderly  units. 


PROVISION  OF  SUBSIDIZED  HOUSING  BY  DEVELOPER 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  Central  Blocks  developer  could  provide  funds 
for  the  construction  of  subsidized  low-income  housing  in  or  near  YBC.  Public 
subsidies  for  housing  from  the  State  or  Federal  Department  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  are  extremely  scarce.    Therefore,  as  noted  in  the  Response 
on  p.  C&R-65,  provision  of  additional  subsidized  housing  by  the  developer  as 
part  of  the  land  disposition  and  development  agreement  could  result  in  the 
reduction  of  elimination  of  other  public  benefits,  such  as  plazas  and 
"Gardens",  or  recreation/entertainment  uses  proposed  as  part  of  the  Main 
Program.    These  public  benefits  are  among  the  Redevelopment  Agency's 
objectives  for  development  on  the  YBC  Central  Blocks  (listed  on  p.  C&R-66). 

Construction  of  the  Main  Program  would  not  result  in  the  direct  displacement 
of  residents  beyond  that  which  occurred  before  1978  due  to  the  clearance  of 
the  Redevelopment  Area  (p.  65  of  the  EIR).    This  impact  was  mitigated  by 
construction  of  the  "TOOR"  housing  (p.  C&R-58)  in  YBC. 

Full  build-out  of  YBC  could  attract  similar  land  uses  to  locate  nearby,  and 
act  as  a  catalyst  in  encouraging  more-affluent  persons  to  seek  residences  near 
YBC,  thus  indirectly  displacing  low-income  families  and  persons  now  living  in 
the  area  who  could  not  afford  higher  rents  (pp.  111-115).    To  address  this 
potential  indirect  economic  effect,  the  following  mitigation  measure  is  added 
after  the  first  measure  on  p. 207: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  Central  Blocks 
developer  to  provide  and  subsidize  low-income  housing  in  or  outside  of 
YBC,  either  through  new  constructon  or  rehabilitation  of  existing  vacant 
units.    This  measure  would  be  intended  to  mitigate  potential  indirect 
displacement  (due  to  rising  land  values  and  rents)  of  low-income  persons 
in  the  vicinity  of  YBC.    Implementation  of  this  measure  could  result  in  a 
decrease  in  public  amenities  and  benefits  now  proposed  as  part  of  the  Main 
Program  within  YBC  and  thus  may  not  conform  to  the  objectives  for  the 
Yerba  Buena  Center  Project  as  described  in  the  RFQ. 


AVERAGING  OF  THE  RESULTS  OF  HOUSING  DEMAND  FORMULAS 

It  was  suggested  that  housing  demand  formulas  had  been  improperly  averaged. 
This  was  not  the  case.    The  discussion  of  housing  demand  on  p.  C&R-44  uses  two 
different  formulas,  the  formula  developed  by  economists  Recht  Hausrath  and 
Associates  for  the  101  Montgomery  Street  EIR  and  the  OHPP  formula.  The 
resulting  figures  from  these  formulas  are  not  averaged.    The  results  of  the 
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two  formulas  are  used  together  to  present  a  range  of  housing  demand: 
"Combining  the  results  of  the  101  Montgomery  Street  FEIR  formula  and  the  OHPP 
formula  yields  a  cumulative  housing  demand  range  of  6,900  to  14,300  units." 
(From  the  third  sentence  of  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  C&R-44). 


YBC  MAIN  PROGRAM  LOW- INCOME  AND  MINORITY  EMPLOYMENT  AS  COMPARED  WITH 
YBC  FEIR  ALTERNATIVE  B. 

A  commentator  questioned  whether  the  Main  Program  would  produce  low- income  and 
minority  employment  similar  to  that  promised  by  earlier  "Gardens"  proposals. 
Alternative  B,  containing  the  recreation/entertainment  park,  was  the 
"gardens"-type  proposal  analyzed  in  the  1978  YBC  FEIR.    Although  permanent 
minority  employment  for  the  Main  Program  has  not  been  projected  in  the  Second 
Supplement,  nor  was  it  projected  for  Alternative  B  or  any  of  the  other  three 
Alternatives  in  the  1978  YBC  FEIR,  some  observations  may  be  made.    It  is 
expected  that  entry-level  (low-income)  jobs  and  employment  of  minorities  would 
be  greatest  in  hotel  uses,  retail  sales,  commercial  entertainment  and  cultural 
uses,  and  the  recreation/entertainment  park  that  was  proposed  in 
Alternative  B.    Projections  of  permanent  on-site  employment  by  land  use  at 
full  buildout  are  given  in  Table  11  on  p.  130  of  the  EIR.    As  can  be  seen  in 
the  Table,  the  Main  Program  would  provide  about  1,600  hotel  jobs.    Based  on 
employment  at  the  San  Francisco  Hilton  Hotel,  about  two-thirds  of  these  jobs 
would  be  held  by  minorities  and  many  would  be  entry-level  (Tower  No.  2, 
San  Francisco  Hilton  Hotel  FEIR,  EE  79.257,  certified  29  January  1981,  p. 
41).    The  recreation/entertainment  park  analyzed  in  Alternative  B  would 
provide  also  about  1,600  jobs.    Many  of  these,  as  well,  would  be  expected  to 
|be  entry-level  jobs  that  would  be  held  by  minorities.    The  Main  Program  would 
[provide  more  employment  in  retail  and  commercial  entertainment  and  cultural 
uses,  which  encompass  more  entry-level  positions  than  would  any  of  the  four 
YBC  Alternatives.    For  comparison,  the  Main  Program  would  provide  about  the 
same  number  of  office  jobs  as  would  Alternative  B. 


PURCHASE  PRICES  OF  DWELLING  UNITS  IN  YBC 

Projections  of  sales  prices  of  proposed  market-rate  dwelling  units  in  YBC  was 
requested.    The  expected  buildout  year  for  YBC  discussed  in  the  Second  EIR 
Supplement  is  1988.    No  designs  for  residential  buidings  or  layouts  for  units 
have  been  prepared  at  the  present  time.    The  sizes  and  cost  of  construction  of 
the  residential  units  are  not  now  known.    The  prices  of  the  market-rate  units 
proposed  for  YBC  would  depend  on  factors  present  at  the  time  of  the 
construction  and  sale  of  the  units.    Such  factors  include  the  cost  of 
construction  and  construction  financing,  the  general  health  and  vigor  of  the 
national  and  local  economies  and  housing  markets,  and  the  costs  of  mortgage 
financing.    To  predict  the  cost  of  units  of  unknown  size  and  design  to  be 
built  several  years  in  the  future  would  be  speculative  and  could  be  misleading. 


(WAILABLE  TRAFFIC  CAPACITY  AT  MAIN  AND  BEALE  STREETS 

The  analysis  for  this  EIR  has  considered  the  addition  of  the  YBC  traffic  to 
the  condition  of  existing  traffic  plus  cumulative  development  traffic. 
\nalysis  of  cumulative  traffic  at  the  Main  and  Beale  intersections  as  reported 
in  the  Final  Supplemental  EIR  for  135  Main  St.,  EE  81.61,  certified 
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30  November  1982)  indicates  that  cumulative  traffic  increases  would  tend  to 
overload  the  two  intersections  in  peak  hours.    Realistically,  traffic  would 
only  increase  until  congestion  became  intolerable  to  drivers,  at  which  point 
some  drivers  would  choose  other  routes  and  traffic  increases  would  occur  on 
the  alternative  routes. 

As  most  of  the  vehicles  on  Main  and  Beale  Sts.  use  the  on-  and  off-ramps, 
these  vehicles  would  likely  redistribute  to  other  ramps  further  to  the  south, 
such  as  First  and  Harrison  Sts.  to  the  Bay  Bridge,  and  Fourth  and  Harrison 
Sts.  to  the  James  Lick  -  Bayshore  Freeway.    Collectively,  motorists  will  make 
shortest  travel-time  calculations  as  to  which  alternative  route  is  most 
effective  and  the  traffic  will  be  distributed  to  make  efficient  use  of  all 
available  roadways. 


This  EIR  has  examined  only  one  scenario  and  has  not  attempted  to  redistribute 
jtraffic  increases  over  all  alternative  routes.    Timing  and  driver  choice  over 
the  multiplicity  of  routes  available  from  different  points  downtown  makes  such 
a  calculation  impossible.    The  phrase  "if  capacity  were  available"  is  removed 
from  the  last  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  C&R-97. 


UMULATIVE  PARKING  DEFICIT  AS  COMPARED  WITH  THAT  GIVEN  IN  THE  71  STEVENSON 


this  information  presented  on  p.  C&R-lOl  is  correct  as  is  the  deficit 
calculation  on  p.  C&R-IOO.    The  parking  deficit  in  the  71  Stevenson  DEIR  is 
different  from  that  given  on  pp.  C&R-lOO  -  C&R-lOl  because  the  71  Stevenson 
DEIR  does  not  include  the  parking  demand  from  the  YBC  Main  Program. 


'lUNI  FAST  PASSES  FOR  CONSTRUCTION  WORKERS 

J"he  sentence  added  on  p.  C&R-116  to  the  mitigation  measure  referred  to  on 
p.  213  of  the  EIR  Supplement  is  intended  to  disclose  that  the  provision  of 
|1uni  Fast  Passes  to  construction  workers  would  cause  a  temporary  bulge  in 
"idership  on  a  system  operating  at  capacity  at  the  present  time,  as  noted  at 
the  public  hearing  on  the  Draft  Supplement  by  Transportation  Commissioner 
)oris  Kahn.    This  sentence  was  added  to  the  mitigation  measure  to  make  the 
Jecisionmakers  aware  of  short-term  implications  of  this  mitigation  measure, 
[t  remains  the  intent  of  the  measure  to  reduce  temporary,  but  possibly  severe, 
:onstruction  parking  and  traffic  impact  and  the  measure  is  still  suggested  for 
:he    decisionmakers'  consideration. 


'HOTOGRAPHS  OF  PASSENGER  LOADINGS  ON  MUNI 

•hotographs  of  loadings  on  MUNI  are  shown  in  Figures  C&R  -  A. 


DRAFT  EIR 
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TRANSPORTATION  BROKER 


It  was  suggested  that  a  transportation  broker  be  proposed  as  a  mitigation 
measure.    Add  the  following  mitigation  measure  after  the  first  partial 
paragraph  on  p.  214  of  the  EIR  Supplement: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  retaining  or  requiring  developers 
to  retain  a  transportation  broker  within  YBC.    The  broker  would  encourage 
transit  use  through  the  on-site  sale  of  BART,  Muni  and  Golden  Gate  Transit 
passes,  and  would  coordinate  YBC  employee  car  pool  and  van  pool  systems  in 
cooperation  with  RIDES  for  Bay  Area  Commuters  by  providing  a  central 
clearinghouse  for  car  pool  and  van  pool  information. 


REQUEST  FOR  QUALIFICATIONS  (RFQ) 

A  Table  was  requested  comparing  the  requirements  df  the  RFQ  with  the  Main 
Program.    The  RFQ  contains  a  "Desired  Development  Program"  for  CB-1  (excluding 
the  site  of  the  Arcon  Pacific  (Meridien)  Hotel,  currently  under  construction), 
CB-2  and  the  roof  of  the  Convention  Center  on  CB-3.    Although  mentioned  in  the 
RFQ,  EB-2  is  not  given  a  "Desired  Development  Program,"  because  it  was 
considered  to  be  an  overflow  site  for  development  on  CB-1  should  the  GSA 
parcel  (49  Fourth  Street)  on  CB-1  not  be  available  to  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
for  development.    The  table  shown  below  compares  the  RFQ's  "Desired 
Development  Program"  with  the  Main  Program  uses  on  the  portions  of  CB-1,  -2 
and  -3  addressed  in  the  RFQ. 


TABLE  C&R  -  A:    COMPARISON  OF  RFQ  AND  MAIN  PROGRAM 


Use 

Central  Block  1: 

Cultural 
Hotel 

Institutional 
Market-Rate 

Dwelling  Units 
Office 

Pedestrian  Plaza 
Accessory  Parking 
Retail  Commercial 


RFQ  "Desired  Development  Program"*       Main  Program 


Developer  Discretion** 
800-1,500  Rooms 
(Not  Mentioned) 
0-500  Units 

0-500,000  sq.  ft. 

(No  Definite  Area  Given) 

Limited  to  7%  of  Gross  Bldg.  Area+ 

80,000  sq.  ft.  Minimum  Required 

at  Al 1  Areas  Adjoining 

Open  Space++ 


10,000  sq.  ft. 

1,500  Rooms*** 
Church  &  Rectory 
500  Units 

590,000  sq.  ft. 

71,000  sq.  ft. 

950  spaces 
200,000  sq.  ft. 


(Continued) 
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TABLE  C&R  -  A:    COMPARISON  OF  RFQ  AND  MAIN  PROGRAM  (Continued) 


Use 


RFQ  "Desired  Development  Program 


Main  Program 


Central  Block  1: 


Central  Blocks  2  and  3  Combined: 


Commercial 


60,000  sq.  ft.  Minimum 


255,000  sq.  ft. 


Entertainment 
Cultural 

Exhibit/Ballroom  Space 
Market-Rate 


Developer  Discretion** 

(Not  Mentioned) 

As  Desired  by  Developer+++ 


130,000  sq.  ft. 
100,000  sq.  ft. 

0 


Dwelling  Units 
Park  or  Plaza 


354,400  sq.  ft.  (40%  of  CB-2 


354,400  sq.  ft. 


and  40%  of  Roof  on  CB-3) 


Accessory  Parking 


As  Required  by  Developer  Consistent 


1,500  spaces 


Retail  Commercial 


with  Development  Criteria 
70,000  sq.  ft.  Minimum++++ 


120,000  sq.  ft. 


*  According  to  the  RFQ,  "the  ability  of  the  developer  to  build  all  the 
permitted  maximum  uses  shown  will  be  contingent  upon  the  developer  achieving 
the  quality  of  urban  design  required  and  on  the  developer's  need  to  include 
them  for  project  feasibility.    Certain  trade-offs  between  uses  will  need  to  be 
imade  by  the  developer  to  accommodate  the  development  requirements."  (RFQ, 
Table  2,  p.  19) 

'**  Cultural  Uses:  50,000  sq.  ft.  of  land  area  in  CB-1,  -2  and  -3  must  be  set 
aside  for  cultural  uses;  a  minimum  of  10,000  sq.  ft.  of  land  area  must  be 
provided  on  CB-1  and  -2  by  the  developer  for  these  uses.    (RFQ,  Table  2,  d.  19) 

'***  Exclusive  of  the  700  rooms  in  the  Arcon  Pacific  (Meridien)  Hotel  now  under 
construction. 

+  About  540  parking  spaces  (calculated  at  350  sq.  ft.  per  space),  assuming 
maximum  hotel  (including  Arcon  Pacific  Hotel)  and  office  space,  10,000  sq.  ft. 
of  cultural  uses,  minimum  retail  commercial  uses  and  minimum  required  parking 
for  500  residential  units. 

++  Hotel,  public  uses  and  cultural  uses  may  also  adjoin  open  space.  (RFQ, 
Table  2,  p.  19) 

■•■++  Must  be  provided  in  a  manner  compatible  with  the  recreation-entertainment 
jses  that  include  nighttime  and  weekend  activities.    (RFQ,  Table  2,  p.  19) 

<■+++  However,  no  department  store  or  major  specialty  store  in  excess  of 
?0,000  sq.  ft.  to  be  included  on  CB-2  and  -3.    (RFQ,  Table  2,  p.  19) 
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NEED  FOR  A  LESS-INTENSIVE  YBC  DEVELOPMENT  ALTERNATIVE 


It  was  suggested  that  a  less-intensive  development  alternative  was  needed. 
The  Second  Supplement  to  the  YBC  FEIR  considers  a  development  alternative 
designated  as  the  Main  Program.    It  also  evaluates  four  one-block  variants 
(see  Table  S-3  on  pp.  S-9  -  S-10  of  the  EIR).    The  four  variants  provide  a 
range  of  development  intensities  that  are  higher  or  lower  than  the  Main 
Program  for  differing  uses.    Variants  A  and  B  consider  decreased  housing. 
Variants  C  and  D  consider  increased  housing.    Variant  A  considers  increased 
office  and  retail  space.    Variant  D  considers  reduced  office  space.  In 
addition,  many  aspects  of  the  four  Alternatives  analyzed  in  the  1978  YBC  FEIR 
are  still  capable  of  implementation.    These  Alternatives,  then,  also  provide  a 
range  of  greater  and  lesser  densities  of  different  types  of  uses  (see  Table 
S-2,  p.  S-8  of  the  EIR). 


SOUTH  OF  MARKET  GROWTH  DISTRICT 

The  "growth  district"  referred  to  in  the  first  Response  on  p.  C&R-16  is  that 
described  on  p.  52  of  the  EIR  as  follows,  "The  eastern  subarea  is  part  of  a 
larger  district,  extending  from  YBC  to  the  Embarcadero,  which  has  experienced 
rapid  growth  of  office  uses,  and  which  is  becoming  a  extension  of  the  Downtown 
Office  Core."    As  noted  in  the  Response,  "  Nineteen  office  projects, 
containing  approximately  5.76  million  gross  sq.  ft.,  are  currently  (as  of 
August,  1982)  under  construction,  approved  or  proposed  in  this  growth 
district." 


USE  OF  REFLECTIVE  GLASS  IN  BUILDINGS  IN  YBC 

On  November  5,  1981  the  City  Planning  Commission  adopted  Resolution  9212 
indicating  that  in  design  review  the  Commission  would  not  favor  the  use  of 
reflective  glass  in  new  construction  projects.    In  recognition  of  the 
Commission's  policy,  the  second  mitigation  measure  in  the  Response  on 
p.  C&R-23  is  revised  as  follows:    "The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider 
prohibiting  the  use  of  reflective  glass  in  all  building  adjacent  to  or  across 
the  street  from  proposed  and  exisiting  residential  buildings  located  both 
inside  and  immediately  outside  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Area.    The  Redevelopment 
Agency  would  also  consider  prohibiting  the  use  of  reflective  glass  in 
nonresidential  buidings  in  areas  where  it  is  determined  during  the  course  of 
design  review  that  adverse  impacts  on  nearby  structures  or  open  areas  would 
occur." 


FOOTNOTE  G,  TABLE  A 

It  wass  requested  that  Footnote  "G"  on  p.  C&R-55  be  updated  to  1982,  if 
possible.    The  footnote,  however,  cannot  be  updated  using  publically  available 
information.    Only  licensed  real  estate  brokers  or  employees  of  licensed 
brokers  have  access  to  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Realtors  "Multiple  Sales 
Service."    (Pat  Dickson,  San  Francisco  Board  of  Realtors,  teleohone 
communication,  December  14,  1982).    The  1981  edition  used  for  Footnote  G  is 
the  most  recent  made  available  for  preparation  of  the  Second  EIR  Supplement. 


-12- 


CONSISTENCY  OF  CUMULATIVE  OFFICE  DEVELOPMENT  LIST 


It  was  noted  that  the  total  cumulative  office  development  floor  area, 
exclusive  of  YBC,  listed  in  Table  C-8  of  Appendix  C  on  p.  C-7  -  C-9,  and 
summarized  in  Table  C-9,  p.  C-10,  appears  to  differ  from  that  shown  in  other 
EIRs  recently  reviewed  by  the  City  Planning  Commission.    The  total  cumulative 
floor  area  does  differ  somewhat,  but  the  diffence  does  not  change  the 
conclusions  presented  in  the  EIR.    The  commulative  floor  area  differs  in  two 
ways.    First,  other  cumulative  lists  contain  four  buildings  within  YBC  that 
are  under  construction  or  have  approved  Land  Disposition  and  Development 
Agreements.    In  Table  C-8,  these  four  buildings  are  noted  by  three  stars 
referring  to  Footnote  ***  on  p.  C-9  of  Appendix  C,  which  explains  their 
status.    In  the  YBC  analysis,  in  order  to  avoid  double-counting  and  retain 
comparability  with  the  four  Alternatives  in  the  1978  YBC  FEIR,  the  0.8  million 
sq.  ft.  of  office  space  in  the  four  buildings  in  YBC  are  included  as  part  of 
[the  YBC  Main  Program  and  the  impacts  of  the  space  analyzed  accordingly. 

i  Second,  EIRs  have  recently  been  considered  by  the  City  Planning  Commission 
that  have  updated  lists.    The  Cumulative  Office  and  Retail  Department  list 
■shown  on  Appendix  C,  p.  C-10,  if  updated  to  November  5,  1982,  would  include 
the  following  additional  developments:    A/B  3717,  123  Mission,  342,800  sq.ft.; 
A/B  3750,  Second  and  Harrison,  228,000  sq.ft.;  A/B  3735,  Planter's  Hotel 
conversion,  20,000  sq.ft.;  A/B  738,  One  Flynn  Center,  25,000  sq.ft.;  A/B  763, 
Franklin  and  McAllister,  53,600  sq.ft.;  A/B  3750,  642  Harrison,  45,900  sq.ft.; 
A/B  3794,  155  Townsend,  19,000  sq.ft.;  A/B  143,  1000  Montgomery,  39,000 
jsq.ft.;  A/B  141,  100  Broadway,  13,000  sq.ft.;  A/B  176,  900  Kearny,  25,000 
'sq.ft.;  A/B  110,  Embarcadero  Terraces,  142,000  sq.ft.;  A/B  3763,  400  2nd  at 
Harrison,  49,500  sq.ft.;  and  A/B  3788,  640  2nd  St.,  37,400  sq.ft.    The  1049 
Market  (108,000  sq.ft.)  and  Greyhound  Bus  Terminal  (100,000  sq.ft.)  projects 
fwould  be  removed  from  the  updated  list.    Both  have  been  withdrawn  from 
(Consideration  by  their  project  sponsors.    In  addition,  the  square  footage 
^analyzed  for  the  Ferry  Building  in  the  list  used  in  the  Draft  EIR  was  high  and 
should  be  reduced  by  173,000  sq.ft.  of  office  space  and  15,000  sq.ft.  of 
retail  space. 

*^Most  of  these  revisions  have  occurred  since  the  analysis  for  the  Summary  of 
Xomments  and  Responses  was  prepared.    If  the  totals  were  adjusted  to  make 
tithese  changes,  net  new  office  square  footage  would  increase  by  about  0.6 
'million  and  retail  square  footage  would  remain  about  the  same.    As  the 
analysis  methodologies  are  accurate  only  to  +  10-15%,  a  change  of  0.6  million 
gross  square  feet  (3%)  would  not  change  the  results  presented  in  the  EIR. 


f^RANSIT  FUNDING  MITIGATION  MEASURE 

The  transit  funding  mitigation  measure  given  in  the  first  full  paragraph  on 
p.  214  of  the  EIR  is  deleted  and  replaced  with  the  following  updated  measure: 

In  recognition  of  the  need  for  expanded  transportation  services  to  meet 
the  peak  demand  generated  by  cumulative  commercial  development  in  the 
project  area,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers 
to  contribute  funds  for  maintaining  and  augmenting  transportation  service, 
in  an  amount  proportionate  to  the  demand  created  by  the  respective 
developments  as  provided  by  Board  of  Supervisor's  Ordinance  No.  224-81. 
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Should  Ordinance  No.  224-81  be  declared  invalid  by  the  Courts,  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to  participate  in 
any  subsequent  equivalent  mitigation  measures  to  be  adopted  in  lieu 
thereof  by  the  City,  which  measures  will  apply  to  all  developments 
similarly  situated. 


ERRATA 

On  p.  C&R-31,  a  portion  of  the  first  two  lines  of  the  third  paragraph  was 
omitted.    The  first  sentence  should  read,  "OHCO,  in  conjunction  with  the 
City's  Property  Conservation  Department  of  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection, 
also  provides  rehabilitation  assistance  to  residential  hotel  owners." 

On  p.  C&R-169  a  portion  of  the  last  sentence  was  omitted  in  printing.  The 
sentence  should  read; 

"Assuming  that  existing  route  and  modal  split  choices  do  not  change, 
cumulative  Downtown  development  plus  development  of  the  Main  Program  would 
contribute  a  23%  increase  over  existing  peak-hour  trafffic  volumes  on  the 
Golden  Gate  Bridge,  a  23%  increase  over  existing  San  Francisco-Oakland  Bay 
Bridge  peak-hour  traffic  and  a  10%  increase  over  existing  US-101  and  1-280 
peak-hour  traffic." 

The  response  on  p.  C&R-97  discusses  the  assumptions  made  to  calculate  the 
increases  in  traffic  and  the  reasons  why  accurate  future  projections  may  not 
reliably  be  made. 
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